Implementation, communication and the benefits of corporate codes of ethics in Taiwan and Turkey : a comparison across contexts by Callaghan, Michael et al.
Deakin Research Online 
 
 
This is the authors’ final peer reviewed (post print) version of the 
item published as: 
 
 
Callaghan, Michael, Lee, Tzung-Ru, Donmez, Dilek, Aydınlık, Arzu Ulgen, Svensson, Göran 
and Wood, Greg 2009, Implementation, communication and the benefits of corporate codes 
of ethics in Taiwan and Turkey : a comparison across contexts, European business review, 
vol. 21, no. 3, pp. 278-298. 
 












Copyright : 2009, Emerald Group Publishing 
Implementation, communication and the benefits of corporate 
codes of ethics in Taiwan and Turkey 
A comparison across contexts 
The Authors 
Michael Callaghan, Deakin University, Warrnambool, Australia 
Tzong-Ru (Jiun-Shen) Lee, National Chung Hsing University, Taichung, Taiwan 
Dilek Donmez, Gokceada Vocational School, Canakkale Onsekiz Mart University, 
Canakkale, Turkey 
Arzu Ulgen Aydınlık, Istanbul University, Istanbul, Turkey 
Göran Svensson, Oslo School of Management, Oslo, Norway 
Greg Wood, Deakin University, Warrnambool, Australia 
Abstract 
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to examine the corporate codes of ethics (CCE) that 
are put in place by companies in Taiwan and Turkey. 
 
Design/methodology/approach – This study examines the use of CCE among the top 
companies in Taiwan and Turkey. It is a replication of a study performed in Australia, 
Canada and Sweden and a follow-up study. 
 
Findings – The empirical findings show many similarities with top companies in Australia, 
Canada and Sweden, but more importantly identify key differences distinctly unique to each 
of the two countries under investigation. Statistical analysis suggests that the implementation, 
communication and benefits of CCE are paramount to Turkish companies operating in a 
domestic environment where the aspiration to participate globally and join the European 
Union is high, whereas in Taiwan it is low in favor of more traditional business practices 
(similar to the Chinese concept of guanxi) that focus on individual relationships in favor of 
formalized regulatory frameworks (such as CCE). 
 
Originality/value – This study makes a complementary contribution to the accumulated 
knowledge in the area of CCE, particularly given the cultural and historical differences these 
countries possess in comparison to each other and those previously studied and documented 





Business ethics; Taiwan; Turkey. 
Introduction 
As we approach the close of the first decade of the twenty-first century, against the backdrop 
of the near collapse of the world financial system, due in no short measure to an unrelenting 
desire for profit at all cost by corporations, driven by the personal greed of corporate boards 
and executive decision makers, the need to identify and understand the implementation, 
communication and benefits of corporate codes of ethics (CCE) is all the more important. 
CCE have been the focus of numourous studies since the early 1980s, across a large number 
of, predominantly western, countries including the private sector in the USA (Cressey and 
Moore, 1983; Mathews, 1987; Weaver et al., 1999; Berenbeim, 2000; Chonko et al., 2003), 
in the UK (Schlegelmilch and Langlois, 1990; Le Jeune and Webley, 1998), in Ireland 
(O'Dwyer and Madden, 2006), in Canada (LeFebvre and Singh, 1992; Schwartz, 2002; Singh, 
2006) in Sweden (Svensson and Wood, 2004; Svensson et al., 2006), and also in Australia 
(Kaye, 1992; Farrell and Cobbin, 1996; Wood, 2000; Wood and Callaghan, 2003). CCE-
studies have also been conducted on the largest multinational corporations operating across a 
range of jurisdictions in the world (Bethoux et al., 2007; Carasco and Singh, 2003; Kaptein, 
2004; Singh et al., 2005; Wood et al., 2004). There have been a number of efforts centered on 
corporate governance that have been recently published on Turkey. These include, but are not 
limited to: Ararat and Ugur (2003), Aksu and Kosedag (2006), Ugur and Ararat (2006) and 
Orbay and Yurtoglu (2006). In Turkey, the implementation, communication and benefits of 
CCE by companies is still unclear as previous research appears not to have been conducted in 
the area of CCE prior to this study. This appears also to be the case regarding Taiwan in that 
no previous studies have been undertaken in this area. 
CCE are not a new phenomenon in either the business world or within the literature, just one 
that now has become more prevalent as corporations, in particular, strive to ensure that they 
are seen as ethical in the marketplace and the society. This need to be perceived as being 
ethical has emerged from the increasing incidence of well publicized and analyzed debacles 
of corporate scandals played out around the world by companies from major developed 
economies. No major developed business jurisdiction in the world has been immune from the 
application by degree of the “Enronesque” approach to business, where ethics becomes one 
of a number of casualties in the grab for commercial glory ultimately driven by personal 
greed. We again have witnessed such behaviours in the current meltdown of the global 
economy where executives of now defunct and near defunct companies have paid themselves 
millions of dollars in bonuses for captaining the corporate equivalent of the Titanic. 
Stajkovic and Luthans (1997) see codes of ethics as one of the key antecedent factors that 
interact together to influence the ethical standards of people and organizations. Berenbeim 
(2000) sees codes of ethics as having a pivotal importance in making an organization more 
ethical. Nijhof et al. (2003) suggest that a code once written is not enough by itself to ensure 
a responsible ethical organization. They go onto say that ensuring that the code values are 
embedded in the organization can one hope ensure not only responsible individuals but also 
responsible organizations, therefore codes of ethics artifacts have a major part to play in 
enhancing the ethical performance of organizations (Wood, 2002) and never before has this 
been more desirable than in the current economic climate. 
Based on the “Partnership model of corporate ethics” (Wood, 2002), this study examines the 
codes of ethics artifacts that are put in place by organizations. In particular, this study 
examines the use of CCE among the top companies in Taiwan and Turkey. In fact, this study 
is a replication (with these authors' permission) of a study performed in Australia, Canada 
and Sweden (Wood et al., 2004; Svensson et al., 2009). Subsequently, it is performed in a 
different cultural context than previous research and as such it is expected that the findings of 
this study may well differ from those studies performed in Western countries. This study 
makes a complementary contribution to the accumulated knowledge in this area of research, 
particularly given the cultural and historical differences these countries possess in 
comparison to those previously studied and documented in the literature. 
Taiwan and Turkey – a comparison 
Taiwan and Turkey are both geographically located on the periphery of major economies. 
Turkey is an emerging economy (Table I) that aspires to become a full member of the 
European Union (EU) (Ugur and Ararat, 2006). Taiwan is a dynamic economy (Table I) 
rivaling many Western-based economies. The Government of Taiwan runs a large trade 
surplus, and its foreign reserves are among the world's largest. Like Turkey, Taiwan realizes 
the importance of establishing a link to the nearby major economy and its reliance on this 
neighbor for its continued development, growth and prosperity. With the recent change of 
government in Taiwan there is an overt desire to increase its dealings with the People's 
Republic of China. Both Turkey and Taiwan have a commercial life that historically has been 
heavily influenced by the national government and its investment strategies and policies 
(Ararat and Ugur, 2003; CIA, 2008). Each country knows that it must be cognizant of 
developments in its neighboring economies in order to fashion business systems that allow it 
to be a trading partner in future dealings with these economies. 
Taiwan and Turkey were among the countries studied by Hofstede in developing his 
dimensions of national culture. In that seminal study, the following four dimensions of 
national culture were identified: individualism versus collectivism (IC); large or small power 
distance (PD); strong or weak uncertainty avoidance (UA); masculinity versus femininity 
(MF) (Hofstede 1983b, p. 78). Hofstede's research, involving a data bank of 40 countries and 
116,000 questionnaires, allowed him to assign an index value (between 0 and about 100) on 
each of the four dimensions. Scores on these dimensions for Taiwan and Turkey are shown in 
Table II. 
On “Individualism versus Collectivism”, a measure of the relationship between an individual 
and his fellow individuals, Taiwan and Turkey have scores that are fairly close. On “Power 
Distance”, a measure of the unequal distribution of power in society, Turkey is stronger than 
Taiwan. “Uncertainty Avoidance”, which is a measure of how a society deals with 
uncertainty, is related to the propensity of a culture to establish laws and formal rules such as 
codes of ethics. Societies strong on “Uncertainty/Avoidance” are more likely to establish 
formal rules to deal with unpredictability. On the “Uncertainty/Avoidance” index, Taiwan 
and Turkey have exact values implying that both societies similarly establish formal rules to 
create security. The final of Hofstede's dimensions of national culture, “Masculinity versus 
Femininity”, is a measure of the division of roles between the sexes in society. Scores for 
Taiwan and Turkey are similar where both countries have a masculine dominance. 
Based on the socio-economic and national culture indicators, the similarities among the two 
countries in this study should provide interesting and valuable comparisons, especially given 
that they are geographically at the opposite ends of Asia. 
A further point of interest is that both of these countries have persistently and actively 
developed their presence in the international marketplace and such involvement may well 
have tempered their cultures toward a more global (nee: Western Capitalist) style of 
corporate behaviour. When Hofstede (1983a) carried out his study, the degree of 
internationalization by these countries would have been much less than it is today, more than 
20 years later, when this research was conducted. As such, it will be interesting to see if the 
dimensions for national culture do still hold for Taiwan and Turkey, not only in positive 
terms, but also in relative terms. 
This paper does not seek to claim that both countries' societies and cultures mirror each other, 
but proffers that the similarities and differences that exist between them may well be of great 
interest and value to both practitioners and scholars in the field of corporate ethics. As such, 
this situation provides an interesting platform for this research in its effort to describe and 
compare the implementation, communication and benefits of both corporate societies in 
respect to business ethics. It makes a contribution to knowledge in the field, especially given 
that the two societies have not previously been examined in this field of research. 
Methodology 
This section describes and summarizes, the research method used in both the Taiwan and 
Turkey surveys performed in 2007. The figures reported are the responses of those companies 
that specifically answered each question in either the affirmative or the negative. 
Questionnaires that were non-sponsored and unsolicited were sent to the top companies 
operating in Taiwan and Turkey. Companies were asked to answer up to 30 questions, 
dependent on responses to previous questions within the survey. This paper focuses only on 
one specific part of the survey in order to maintain its primary focus. 
About 46, out of the 330 companies contacted in Taiwan, responded to the survey and 
returned a completed questionnaire. It should be stressed that whilst the response rate appears 
to be low (14 per cent), when considering the cultural context and the tradition of using 
surveys in corporate Taiwan, such a response rate is deemed to be satisfactory. Interestingly, 
the empirical findings of top Taiwanese companies show many similarities with top 
companies in Australia, Canada and Sweden. In fact, it would appear that this study provides 
a unique insight into Asian companies and their CCE as research in this area has not been 
previously conducted in this part of the world. Consequently, this study provides a valuable 
point of reference for further studies in other unexplored regions in the future. 
In 2007 in Turkey, a three-stage research procedure was used and conducted in order to 
evaluate the use of CCE in the largest companies of the country. First, a questionnaire was 
sent to the top 500 companies (based on revenue) (İstanbul Sanayi Odasi, 2005): companies 
that for several reasons such as size of turnover, employee numbers and profile, are more 
probable to have developed a formal code of ethics (Brytting, 1997). 
The aim of the questionnaire was also to obtain from the participants a copy of their code of 
ethics, if they had one. These private sector organizations were asked to answer up to thirty 
questions (dependent on responses to previous questions) about the methods used by their 
organizations to inculcate an ethical ethos into the daily operations of the organization, its 
leadership and its employees. The second stage involved content analyses of the codes of 
ethics supplied by the survey participants. The third stage involved a more detailed follow-up 
of a smaller group of companies that appeared to be close to, or to represent, the best practice 
in respect to codes of ethics. Findings from stage 1 of the research are reported in this paper. 
The results will be presented in the remainder of this paper in the format: (Taiwan: Turkey) 
so that responses are directly comparable within the text. 
The respondents upon which this paper focuses comprise those 32 organizations in Turkey 
with a code of ethics from the 137 that replied (23.4 per cent). The Turkish response is small 
but one must be cognizant of the fact that this area is a new and emerging one in a rapidly 
developing economy. The interesting fact is that 45 out of the remaining 105 companies (42.9 
per cent) in Turkey suggested that they would have a code within two years. This study 
appears to be at the forefront of the investigation of the development of the phenomenon of 
the usage of codes of ethics in large Turkish organizations. 
Empirical findings – Taiwan and Turkey 
This paper reports on those 19 (out of 46 or 41.3 per cent) top Taiwanese companies and 32 
(out of 137 or 23.4 per cent) top Turkish companies that reported having a code of ethics 
(Table III). This section will focus on summarising the empirical findings of the surveys 
conducted in Taiwan and Turkey over the period of the study. Tables III-VII summarize the 
characteristics of corporate samples used in the two surveys. Tables VIII-XI summarize the 
empirical findings for the implementation of CCE. Tables XII-XVII summarize the internal 
and external communication of CCE. Finally, Tables XVIII-XXI summarize the companies' 
perceived benefits of CCE. Note that the total population (n) that did possess a code and 
filled in the questionnaire, minus the total number of individual responses for each question, 
equals the number of non-responses in the tables. Generally, the non-response is low on 
reported items. Significance testing, consisting of Z-tests for proportion, were undertaken on 
salient responses and p-values are reported within each relevant table. 
The first notable observation at this point is that a much lower frequency of companies 
possess a code in both Taiwan and Turkey when compared to the top companies in Australia 
(89 per cent), Canada (96 per cent) and Sweden (61 per cent) (Svensson et al., 2009). 
Companies in Turkey are significantly less likely to have a code, when compared to Taiwan. 
In isolation, this would suggest that the adoption of formalised codes of ethics is more 
progressive in Taiwanese companies than in their Turkish counterparts (Table III). 
Characteristics of cross-cultural samples 
Manufacturing companies are the largest common denominator in both countries (Table IV). 
It is clear however that Turkey's corporate landscape is dominated by manufacturing where 
Taiwan's is much more diverse with electricity, gas and water and finance and insurance 
accounting for 19.6 per cent each. The profile in Taiwan of these companies corresponds 
closely to that found in Australia, Canada and Sweden (Svensson et al., 2009). 
Both countries' samples are dominated by domestic companies with 91.3 and 94.2 per cent in 
Taiwan and Turkey, respectively. 
Both countries are comparable in regard to the number of full time staff employed with the 
most represented interval being 1,001-5,000 employees (Table VI). This is also consistent 
with similar sample in Australia, Canada and Sweden Svensson et al. (2009). Turkey's 
corporate staffing profile does tend more toward small- to medium-sized enterprises with the 
101-500 equivalent full time staff interval accounting for 35.8 per cent of the sample, 
whereas Taiwan's companies tend toward the larger intervals. 
Table VII shows that whilst the majority of the companies in both countries are the parent 
entity, a significant number (26 per cent at α=0.01) of Taiwanese companies were not. when 
compared with Turkish companies. This may indicate a higher degree of global and 
multinational involvement in the corporate sector in Turkey, likely leading to a higher level 
of subscription to and knowledge of CCE when compared to companies within Taiwan. 
Implementing corporate codes of ethics 
It is clear that knowledge of the time of a code's establishment is greater in Turkish 
companies than in Taiwanese companies, with only 6.2 per cent of respondents (compared to 
significantly larger 57.9 per cent in Taiwan) citing that they “Don't Know”. This might be 
explained by the relative recency of codes in Turkey as most codes (78.1 per cent) were 
established after 2000, whereas the majority of codes in Taiwan were established prior to 
2000 (26.3 per cent). Code establishment is significantly (α=0.01) more recent in Turkey than 
in Taiwan. This would also explain the significantly higher (α=0.01) “Don't Know” result in 
Taiwan as the establishment date of older codes is less likely to be persistent within the 
corporate memory. The relative “newness” of Turkish codes in the post 2000 period is also 
apparent given that approximately two thirds of Australian and Canadian codes were 
established prior to 2000 (Wood et al., 2004). The obvious question at this point is: why are 
codes so recent in Turkish corporations? There could be any number of explanations for this 
observation: a greater international involvement at the corporate level than previously; a 
change in the political/legal environment; a strong desire to be granted membership of the 
EU, are three possible explanations. 
In both countries “Senior Managers” (52.4:90.6 per cent) assume the greatest role in the 
establishment of codes, however this involvement is statistically (α=0.01) far greater in the 
development of Turkish codes. Similarly a significant (α=0.05) 50 per cent of Turkish codes 
involve outsiders compared to 21.1 per cent in Taiwan. The involvement of outsiders in the 
establishment of codes in Turkey is also substantially higher than that found in Australia, 
Canada and Sweden where this is more comparable to the participation rates indicated in 
Taiwan (Wood et al., 2004). This response would seem to indicate greater senior 
management support for the code in Turkey, and given such high levels of outside 
involvement, conversely raises concerns regarding the same in Taiwan (although this may 
also be a function of the older establishment of codes in Taiwan). Curiously customers are 
not involved at all in the establishment of codes in either country. Whilst the involvement of 
“Senior Managers” is congruent to results seen in Australia, Canada and Sweden, in those 
countries there is much higher involvement of “CEO's” and “Boards of Directors” (Wood et 
al., 2004) when compared to both Taiwan and Turkey. 
The reasons why codes are developed appear to be more well-known within Turkish 
companies, with most respondents citing the “Support of Corporate Culture” in 71.9 per cent 
of cases, significantly (α=0.01) higher than the 21.1 per cent indicating this category in 
Taiwanese codes. Again, the lack of knowledge related to CCE is evident with 58 per cent of 
Taiwanese companies indicated they “Don't Know” why the code was developed, 
significantly (α=0.01) higher than the 9.4 per cent of Turkish respondents who indicated they 
did not know. Whilst this could (again) be attributed to the relative “newness” of codes in 
Turkey, this is a staggering result from Taiwanese companies and may be indicative of poor 
communication and inculcation of codes in that country. Moreover, this may even be 
indicative of a cultural malaise towards a traditionally western and regulatory mindset with 
regard to ethical behaviour in favour of the more collectivist cultural values evident in the 
Chinese concept of guanxi. The ranking of corporate culture as the top reason for the 
development of the code is in line with that observed in Australia, Canada and Sweden, as too 
is “Staff Integrity” (with the exception of Sweden which ranked “Core Competence” higher) 
(Wood et al., 2004). 
Again, Turkish companies are much more able to cite how long it took to develop their code 
(recency may also be in play here as well) with 75 per cent of respondents indicating up to 
one year. Significantly higher (α=0.01) than the 21.1 per cent indicated by Taiwanese 
respondents. About 57.9 per cent of Taiwanese companies did not respond to this question 
(Table XI), significantly (α=0.01) more than the 18.8 per cent that failed to respond in the 
Turkish sample. The low-response rate in Taiwan is however in line with observations made 
by Wood et al. (2004) in Australia, Canada and Sweden, again demonstrating a higher level 
of CCE knowledge within Turkish companies. 
Communicating corporate codes of ethics 
“Electronic Communication” is the primary mode used to communicate the code to 
employees in both Taiwan and Turkey (53:65.6 per cent). In Turkey the second most 
common mode is via “Training” (43.8 per cent) followed by a “Booklet” (31.3 per cent). This 
situation is in contrast to Taiwan where “Staff Meetings” (42.1 per cent) and “Induction” 
(31.6 per cent) are more often used. The significantly higher (α=0.01) use of staff meetings to 
communicate CCE supports the earlier suggestion that Taiwanese corporations tend much 
more toward a traditional, relationship-based corporate culture (guanxi) as found in Chinese 
cultures. Given Taiwan's geographic proximity to China and its past and current economic 
and cultural involvement, this is not surprising. Curiously only one company, from Taiwan, 
indicated reference to the code in the employees' “Contract of Employment”, which was 
identified frequently by Australian and Canadian companies (Wood et al., 2004). This is also 
in line with the concept of guanxi, where emphasis and pursuit of legal obligations is 
considered an action of last resort. The increasing use of electronic means to communicate 
codes to employees was identified by Svensson et al. (2009) in Sweden, Canada and 
Australia, and the results here for both Taiwan and Turkey are also inline with this 
observation. 
The communication of the code to new staff is important if the code is to be successfully 
inculcated into the behaviour of the organization, companies in both Taiwan and Turkey 
clearly indicate the use of “Induction Programmes” for new staff as their primary means 
(52.6:65.6 per cent). This finding is congruent with observations made in Sweden (56.6 per 
cent), Canada (66.7 per cent) and Australia (77.6 per cent) (Svensson et al., 2009). 
Approximately, one third of companies in both countries (31.6:31.2 per cent) issue a copy of 
the code directly to new staff. This finding is comparable to Australia (27.6 per cent) and 
Canada (33.3 per cent) (Svensson et al., 2009). Significantly (α=0.01) “Training and 
Discussion” is the second most frequent method used in Taiwan (47.4 per cent), substantially 
more than in Turkey (9.4 per cent), but comparable to rates reported in Sweden (Svensson et 
al., 2009). This emphasis by Taiwanese companies again fits with a more collectivist view of 
corporate culture congruent with the concept of guanxi. The similar rate found by Svensson 
et al. (2009) in Sweden is curious, but not surprising, when one considers the socialist 
philosophy that has for so long underpinned Swedish culture. 
A number of writers (Benson, 1989; Fraedrich, 1992; Murphy, 1988; Stead et al., 1990; 
Townley, 1992; Wood, 2002) have suggested that codes should be public documents that 
have an external as well as an internal focus and that organizations should be cognizant of the 
relationship of the organization with all stakeholders. Organizations were also asked if their 
customers and suppliers were informed of the existence of the company's code. 
The vast majority (81.3 per cent) of Turkish companies indicated that they informed 
customers of their code, significantly higher (α=0.01) than the 31.6 per cent of Taiwanese 
companies informing their customers. Further a significant number of Taiwanese companies 
(36.8 per cent α=0.01) do not inform their customers or they did not know (31.6 per cent) if it 
occurred at all. Whilst this may seem worrying from a “Western” viewpoint, it would be 
consistent with an “Eastern”/Chinese perspective where trust is earned through the 
relationship with customers (again in line with the concept of guanxi) as opposed to it being 
prescribed by a corporate code of ethics. The high level of customer communication of the 
code in Turkey is greater than the levels reported in Canada (70.6 per cent), Australia (66.7 
per cent) and Sweden (59.3 per cent) (Svensson et al., 2009) and may indicate a higher 
commitment to the ethos of CCE than in other countries. As mentioned previously, such 
commitment by Turkish corporations may be due to a greater involvement with multinational 
parent companies, but may also be due to its aspirational desires to join the EU, where 
corporate responsibilities to the consumer and protection of consumer rights are considered 
paramount. 
How companies inform customers of the code's existence is also relevant in determining how 
effective such communication is likely to be. Whilst the number of responses in Taiwan are 
low, due to the low number of companies that inform customers, it is heartening to see that 
50 per cent of those companies communicate the code formally, with one third choosing to do 
this informally, and one company using their web site. 
In Turkey the results are similar, with slightly lower formal (38.5 per cent) and informal (18.8 
per cent) rates, and a greater emphasis on using their company web site for this purpose (38.5 
per cent). A tendency towards the use of informal methods in all countries raises the 
possibility of an ad hoc approach to this issue by those companies. By using such an 
approach, companies cannot be sure that the ethics policy of the company is being effectively 
communicated to customers and the depth of understanding by the customers may at best be 
superficial and over time, at worst non-existent. The results seen in this study are comparable 
to that found by Svensson et al. (2009) in Sweden, Canada and Australia. 
Only one third of Taiwanese companies inform their suppliers of their code, in stark contrast 
to 84.4 per cent (significant at α=0.01) of Turkish companies, with the remaining two thirds 
in Taiwan either not doing it (31.6 per cent, significant at α=0.05) or not knowing if they do it 
at all (36.8 per cent, significant at α=0.05). Again, whilst this is surprising from a “Western” 
perspective, it fits entirely with an “Eastern”, guanxi-based approach to conducting business, 
where the underling relationship determines trust with a supplier as opposed to the implied 
legal responsibilities of a CCE This interpretation would seem to be indicated when 
responses are compared with other “Western” corporations where substantially higher rates 
were observed in Australia (53.3 per cent), Canada (77.5 per cent) and Sweden (52.7 per 
cent) (Svensson et al., 2009). These higher rates of communication of the code to suppliers 
by the established “Western” corporations pale in comparison to the extremely high level 
(84.4 per cent, significant at α=0.01) reported in Turkey, again demonstrating, what could be 
called a “text-book” understanding and approach to communicating CCE. 
In respect to how suppliers are informed of the code, the small number of Taiwanese 
companies who do it, do this informally (100 per cent) in contrast (significant at α=0.01) to 
the Turkish companies, where suppliers are informed formally (37 per cent) or via the 
company web site (48.1 per cent). This observation is again entirely congruent with the 
relationship based-guanxi approach to business, where, if communication of the code is to 
occur at all, it would be informally and on an individual basis with the person or persons with 
whom business is to be conducted. The use of web sites by Turkish companies is 
substantially higher than web site use in Australia (12.5 per cent), Canada (13.9 per cent) and 
Sweden (11.9 per cent) (Svensson et al., 2009), indicating that Turkish companies may well 
be more progressive in this regard, which would be expected of a corporate sector with high 
hopes of national entry to the EU. 
Benefits of corporate codes of ethics 
Companies were asked if they perceived a link between their code of ethics and the resolution 
of ethical problems that arose in the marketplace (Table XVIII). 
Surprisingly, this question reveals a stark contrast between Taiwanese and Turkish 
corporations, with a significantly higher (α=0.01) proportion (62.5 per cent) of Turkish 
respondents indicating that their code had indeed assisted in resolving ethical dilemmas in the 
marketplace, as compared with only 15.8 per cent of Taiwanese companies indicating that 
their code had been used in this way. Taiwanese companies indicated significantly (α=0.01) 
that their codes had not helped to resolve ethical dilemmas in the marketplace at all. If codes 
are not resolving ethical problems in the marketplace, then what are the codes used for in 
organizations? Are codes of ethics, then, the inward regulatory documents as suggested by 
Mathews (1987), LeFebvre and Singh (1992) and Wood (2000) or are companies just missing 
an opportunity to maximise their utilisation? Why does a company have a code if it does not 
assist in resolving ethical problems in the marketplace? 
In the case of Taiwan, the responses make perfect sense if one considers the traditional view 
that business is based on relationships with individuals. When ethical dilemmas arise, they 
are dealt with and managed within the relationship, not arbitrated in reference to a pseudo-
legal and regulatory device such as the CCE Whilst the contrast in Turkish responses makes 
perfect sense too – especially when the desire to become part of the EU, a group largely 
dominated by predominantly developed and “westernised” country members where it is 
usual, in fact part of the primary purpose of the EU, to resolve ethical dilemmas within a 
regulatory framework. It is entirely understandable, if not expected, that Turkish companies 
would specifically refer to CCE to facilitate the resolution of ethical dilemmas. Whilst, at 
face value, these responses may be of concern, they are not unusual, as less than half of the 
companies in Australia (42.5 per cent), Canada (44.6 per cent), and Sweden (46.8 per cent) 
claim to use their code to resolve ethical problems in the marketplace (Svensson et al., 2009). 
Disturbingly a large proportion of respondents in both countries (47.4:34.4 per cent) indicated 
that they did not know if the code had assisted in this regard at all. 
Those companies that reported using their code of ethics to assist them in the marketplace 
were further asked to highlight, from a list of ten every day business practices, those areas in 
which they had utilised the code when dealing in the marketplace. 
In both countries the codes were used most to resolve dilemmas with regard to “Customers” 
(66.7:95 per cent), “Service Quality” (66.7:85 per cent), and “Competitors” (33.3:20 per 
cent). Of particular note is that, in Turkey, codes were also used to resolve dilemmas with 
suppliers (30 per cent), yet this was not mentioned at all by Taiwanese companies. 
The fact that some companies do report that reference to their code has assisted them in 
resolving ethical concerns in the marketplace is a positive admission that for these 
companies, codes do have a practical applicability to their business environment. 
From the previous results, it is clear that only some companies appear to be using their code 
of ethics in their every day dealings in the marketplace. Further to this, all companies were 
asked about the way that their code of ethics impacted on their profit (Table XX). 
Whilst the majority of respondents in both countries indicated a positive effect on 
profitability (52.6:90.6 per cent) it is not surprising that this result is marginal in Taiwan 
significantly lower (α=0.01) than the vast majority (90.6 per cent) of Turkish companies. 
Similarly 47.4 per cent of Taiwanese respondents indicated no profitability effect at all 
significantly more (α=0.01) than the 9.4 per cent of Turkish companies that indicated no 
effect. Canadian companies indicated a high-profitability effect (88 per cent) making them on 
par with Turkish companies, with Australian (66 per cent) and Swedish (63 per cent) 
companies rating moderately higher than in Taiwan (Svensson et al., 2009). Again, when 
consideration is given to the traditional business approach in Taiwan, this result is 
understandable as profits would be attributed as the result of the efforts of those involved in 
the process, not an arbitrary document (such as a CCE) that seeks to prescribe the conditions 
upon which a corporate relationship is to operate. The Turkish experience is much more 
likely to attribute profit where a CCE has provided a guiding framework for acceptable 
corporate behaviour in the pursuit of profit in a largely westernised developed world market 
within which they seek to trade. 
The concept regarding profit and ethics in itself raises some interesting questions. Are 
corporations being driven to be ethical by the mercenary consideration of profit generation? 
Or are corporations just acknowledging the obvious flow on effect that being ethical leads to 
enhancing profit, but they may not be viewing this realisation from a mercenary perspective, 
but just one of inevitability and reality? Is being ethical seen by organizations as a tool of 
competitive advantage? Is the adage “good ethics is good business” finally being recognised 
as a truism by many organizations, especially in Turkey? If the latter is so, then what are the 
motives that companies are now using to pursue this goal? There is more research work to be 
done in this area. Such work is currently outside of the scope of this study. 
The subsequent question asked in this section was open ended and a variety of responses was 
generated (Table XXI). The researchers then grouped answers into similar areas of intent. 
The responses were classified into four types: altruistic, mercenary, regulatory and other. 
Altruistic ideals were those responses that highlighted the organization benefiting the 
community, such as being a good corporate citizen. Responses were classified as mercenary 
if the focus appeared to be centred on improving the position of the company. Responses 
were classified as regulatory if they were in place to ensure that the employees of the 
organization were controlled and prevented from doing damage to the organization. 
These responses were classified as altruistic, mercenary, regulatory and/or residual. The 
mercenary and regulatory motives are closely linked, with both centred upon improving, 
either directly or indirectly, aspects of financial performance. 
Disappointingly, 57.9 per cent of the Taiwanese companies provided no response to this 
question. Of those that did respond it is clear that the effect is perceived as being mainly 
“Altruistic” in Taiwan, with codes being integral to company philosophy (15.8 per cent) and 
assisting “Staff Morale and Confidence” (10.5 per cent). Such responses would fit with 
companies that have corporate interests beyond Taiwan's immediate geographic markets. It 
follows that this is more evident in Turkish companies, keen on establishing themselves in 
their own geographic region and globally, where 59.4 per cent of responses indicated the 
code was central to the company philosophy and “Earning the Respect of Stakeholders” (6.3 
per cent). These figures are similar to findings observed by Svensson et al. (2009) in Sweden, 
Canada and Australia. 
With regard to “Mercenary” ideals Taiwanese companies were more tempered in “Long 
Term Interests” being served (10.5 per cent), followed by “Increasing Business Performance” 
and “Assists Profit” (both on 5.3 per cent). Turkish companies, again, appear to be more 
focussed on “Mercenary” ideals with “Increase Business Performance” (28.1 per cent), 
“Assists Profit” (15.6 per cent), “Company Reputation” (15.6 per cent), “Long Term Interests 
Served” (12.5 per cent) and “Customer Loyalty” (9.4 per cent) being cited. 
In the “Regulatory” area both Taiwanese and Turkish companies cited the code having a 
bottom line effect with regard to “Avoiding Potential Problems” (10.5:18.8 per cent). 
Taiwanese companies also cited “Focus Employee Efforts” (10.5 per cent) as an effect. 
Conclusion 
The present study has provided some interesting insights into the differences between large 
Taiwanese and Turkish companies and their implementation, communication and benefits of 
CCE. This study is considered a valuable contribution to the area as these countries have not 
previously been reported in this field of research and its findings contribute to our 
understanding of the differences in implementation, communication and benefits derived 
from CCE in each country. Whilst similarities exist between both countries and previously 
reported countries, many differences were also identified that are of particular importance 
when considering the cultural differences that exist in relation to previous research conducted 
in Western countries such as Australia, Canada and Sweden. 
Implementation of CCE 
In terms of the implementation of CCE, a striking difference found was a much lower 
frequency of companies possessing a CCE in both Taiwan and Turkey when compared to 
companies in Australia Canada and Sweden. Knowledge related to the reasons why codes are 
developed is substantially higher within Turkish companies, while Taiwanese companies 
indicated not knowing why their code was developed. These observations give initial insight 
into the different value each country's corporations place on CCE: Taiwanese companies are 
more focused on traditional approaches to corporate behaviour based more on the 
relationships and trust developed between individuals, similar to the Chinese concept of 
guanxi; Turkish companies appear to embrace CCE with what appears to be a greater 
enthusiasm and knowledge than their “Western” counterparts as they strive to gain their place 
within the EU and the broader, developed, western, global market. 
The ranking of corporate culture as a top reason for the development of the code by both 
countries is in line with that observed in Australia, Canada and Sweden. Turkish companies 
are much more able to cite how long it took to develop their code, while this is unknown by 
the majority of Taiwanese companies. Whilst this finding is in line with observations made in 
Australia, Canada and Sweden (where a lack of knowledge can be attributed to the relatively 
older establishment date of CCE) the reason for this observation in Taiwan may well be more 
fundamentally linked to the traditionally Asian approach to business that focuses more on 
individuals and relationships as the central nexus of importance as opposed to formalised 
regulatory documents like CCE. 
Communication of CCE 
In terms of the communication of CCE, the increasing use of electronic means to 
communicate codes to employees was identified in Sweden, Canada and Australia, and the 
results here for both Taiwan and Turkey are in line with this observation. One key difference 
between Taiwanese and Turkish companies is the significantly higher use of staff meetings 
and verbal communication of the code to new employees in Taiwan. The researchers believe 
that this is a further indication of the traditional Asian approach to business where individuals 
and relationships take priority (as mentioned previously). The communication of the code to 
new staff in Turkey is largely congruent with observations made in Sweden, Canada and 
Australia. The vast majority of Turkish companies indicated that they informed customers of 
their code, in contrast to Taiwanese companies not informing their customers. Again it is 
suggested that the reason for this is due to a greater reliance on individual relationships to 
guide appropriate ethical behaviour as opposed to a regulatory document such as a CCE. 
Turkey reports higher in this area than Canada, Australia and Sweden. How companies 
inform customers of their code's existence is also relevant in determining how effective such 
communication is likely to be. The results seen in this study are comparable to that found in 
Sweden, Canada and Australia. Only a few Taiwanese companies inform their suppliers of 
their code, significantly lower than their Turkish equivalents where substantially higher rates 
were found than in Australia, Canada and Sweden. In respect to how suppliers are informed 
of the code, there are a small number of companies in Taiwan who inform suppliers 
informally, which is again congruent with an Asian approach to business, in contrast to 
Turkish companies that are more likely to inform suppliers formally. The use of web sites by 
Turkish companies is substantially higher than their use in Australia, Canada and Sweden, 
indicating that Turkish companies may well be more progressive in this regard. 
Benefits of CCE 
In terms of the benefits of CCE, few of the Taiwanese companies indicate that the code had 
assisted them. The situation in Turkey is markedly better. Less than half of the companies in 
Australia, Canada and Sweden claim to use their code to resolve ethical problems in the 
marketplace. Of particular note is that, in Turkey, codes were also used to resolve dilemmas 
with suppliers, yet this was not mentioned at all in Taiwanese companies. Whilst the majority 
of respondents in Turkey indicated a positive effect on profitability, such an effect was 
marginal in Taiwan. Canadian companies indicated a high-profitability effect making them 
on par with Turkish companies, with Australian and Swedish companies rating moderately 
higher than in Taiwan. 
Whilst the countries of Taiwan and Turkey are similar in Hofstede's measures they are widely 
disparate in their approach to CCE, therefore one could speculate that there must be other 
cultural factors coming into play. The Taiwanese companies seem to be more detached from 
the need for CCE engagement than companies operating in Turkey. The answers to this 
conundrum without further in-depth follow up amongst these companies would only be 
speculative and are thus outside of the scope of this study, but these findings provide impetus 
for further research into these two marketplaces. 
Also differences and similarities have been found between Taiwanese and Turkish companies 
in relation to companies examined in Australia, Canada and Sweden. These findings and 
observations raise the curiosity of the situation in other countries in continents such as Africa 
and South America that differ from the ones compared in this study. CCE needs to become 
important to organizations worldwide if the fostering of ethical business practices is to 
become universal in the world of business across the world. 
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